The assessment of occupational stress is marred by an overwhelming adoption of simplistic research designs that generally fail to represent the complex reality of the occupational stress process. Informed by the theoretical tenants of both the transactional stress model and the job-demands-control-support model, this paper presents a rare simultaneous assessment of how two types of job demands (cognitive and emotional) are both moderated by job control and social support and mediated by coping for the prediction of work engagement and psychological strain over time. Self-report surveys were administered twice over 12 months to a sample of police-service workers and moderated mediation analyses were conducted on the matched sample of N ϭ 2,481 respondents. The results offer support for the process of occupational stress by demonstrating how both accommodation and avoidance coping mediate the job-demands-outcome relationship over time. The results also demonstrate that this stressor-copingstrain process is simultaneously moderated by job support or job control. We found it interesting that this research also demonstrated that the estimation of work engagement was not unduly influenced by the type of job demands these police employees were exposed to.
transactional theory of stress and coping provides a widely accepted explanation for the stressorcoping-strain process and remains the cornerstone of psychological stress and coping research across multiple fields (Biggs, Brough, & Drummond, in press) . A basic premise of the transactional model of stress is that the relationship between stressors and strain is primarily influenced by coping responses: "Stress itself pales in significance for adaptation compared with coping . . . what makes the major difference in adaptation outcomes is coping" (Lazarus, 1998, p. 202) . Thus, the mediating influence of coping occurs in response to stressor exposure; that is, the effectiveness of coping in reducing stressor exposure influences experiences of strain. The time span of this stress-coping-strain process is variable, occurring from hours to years, and empirical support for this transactional process is evident (e.g., O'Driscoll, Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015) .
The transactional model of psychological stress (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) has informed theoretical explanations for the occurrence of occupational stress, including the job-demandscontrol-support (JDC-S) model (Johnson & Hall, 1988) . The JDC-S model describes three key psychosocial job characteristics, which explain the occurrence of occupational stress: psychological demands (typically assessed using measures of job demands), decision latitude (typically assessed using measures of job control), and social support. According to the JDC-S model's strain hypothesis, employees working in jobs characterized by a high level of job demands and a low level of job control/support typically experience high levels of strain. The growth, or active learning, hypothesis describes how work environments that meet an employee's psychosocial needs for support and control produce positive outcomes, such as individual learning, development, job satisfaction, and high performance. Empirical support for the main effects of the JDC-S model is considerable. For example, jobs characterized by either high levels of job demands, low levels of job control, and low levels of social support are directly associated with a variety of adverse outcomes, including heavy psychological strain and poor work attitudes, such as job dissatisfaction and work disengagement (e.g., Brough & Biggs, 2015; de Jonge, van Vegchel, Shimazu, Schaufeli, & Dormann, 2010) .
Empirical support for the simultaneous experience (interaction) of high levels of job demands and low levels of job control/support is mixed, and the difficulties of producing significant Job Demands ϫ Job Control ϫ Social Support interaction terms have been observed (e.g., Brough et al., 2013; Taris, 2006; van der Doef & Maes, 1999; Wall, Jackson, Mullarkey, & Parker, 1996) . One explanation for these mixed findings is the specificity of measures employed to assess job demands. It has been demonstrated that including composite measures of generic job demands produces fewer significant Job Demands ϫ Job Control ϫ Social Support interaction terms, as compared with assessments with more focused measures of job demands such as hindrance-challenge demands, cognitive demands, and emotional demands (Daniels, Beesley, Cheyne, & Wimalasiri, 2008; Mansell & Brough, 2005) . Similarly, the inclusion of occupation-specific job demands has also been associated with more frequent significant Demands ϫ Control ϫ Support interaction terms in assessments of specific workers, for example police employees and corrections staff (Brough & Biggs, 2015; Hart, Wearing, & Headey, 1995) . Recent discussions have also noted the value of assessing "job resource" variables, such as social support and job control, as specific individual indicators, as opposed to a composite latent variable, in assessments of their impact on the stress-strain relationship (Biggs, Brough, & Barbour, 2014a; Brough et al., 2013; Luchman & González-Morales, 2013) .
In this article we advance existing knowledge of the occupational stress-coping-strain process by identifying where exactly in this process both social support and job control have an impact, as hypothesized by the JDC-S model (Johnson & Hall, 1988) . We acknowledge that the majority of psychological stress research to date has assessed singular mediating or moderating relationships that occur within either the transactional model of psychological stress (Lazarus & Folkman,1984) or the JDC-S model. This research is valuable but fails to represent the complex reality of stressor-strain processes, especially in terms of assessing its dynamic nature over time. Common third variables within the stressor-strain process, such as job control, work support, and coping, do not occur independently of one another in reality. Nor do these third variables have an independent moderating and/or mediating impact on the core stressor-strain relationship. Instead, the impact of these third variables often occurs simultaneously, that is, moderating variables, such as job control and social support interact in multiple ways with mediating variables, such as coping, to influence the impact of perceived stressors upon individual outcomes. Simultaneous testing of the impacts of these third variables is rare, which is somewhat surprising, and has significantly limited our knowledge of the specific mechanisms of the occupational stress process.
Cognitive and Emotional Job Demands
As noted above, the lack of specificity of job demands measures has been discussed as an explanation for difficulties producing significant interactions within assessments of the JDC-S model (Johnson & Hall, 1988) . Rather than testing generic job demands, we examined the specific effects of cognitive and emotional demands, in line with evidence that they each uniquely impact psychological outcomes, such as strain and work engagement (e.g., Brough & Biggs, 2014) . The cognitive-demands measure used in this research focuses on the requirement to pay close attention to work and to engage in problem solving to complete work tasks.
The largest proportion of financial compensatory claims resulting from occupational stress is submitted by workers employed within public service jobs (e.g., Safe Work Australia, 2013). Regular work interactions with people (e.g., customers, clients, the public) can be chronically stressful, especially interactions which are, or have the potential to be, aggressive, violent, and difficult to manage (Brough, O'Driscoll, Kalliath, Cooper, & Poelmans, 2009 ). These work encounters are commonly assessed by employee self-reports of emotional job demands, operationalized with measures of emotional dissonance or emotional labor, and defined as the regulation of emotions required by employees to successfully perform their jobs (Kenworthy, Fay, Frame, & Petree, 2014) . More specifically, emotional dissonance is described as a distinct type of emotion regulation and is defined as the requirement for employees to express emotions that are not genuinely felt in a situation (Zapf, Vogt, Seifert, Mertini, & Isic, 1999) .
In an interesting comparison of general (quantitative) job demands and emotional job demands, van Vegchel, de Jonge, Söder-feldt, Dormann, and Schaufeli (2004, p. 21) concluded that "emotional demands are as important as, and sometimes more important than, quantitative demands in human service work." Emotional job demands have been demonstrated to have significant negative consequences for the levels of psychological strain, health problems, and work attitudes experienced by multiple samples of public service workers, including nurses and health-care workers (de Jonge, Le Blanc, Peeters, & Noordam, 2008) , firefighters (Tuckey & Hayward, 2011) , police officers (Brough, Chataway, & Biggs, 2016; van Gelderen, Heuven, van Veldhoven, Zeelenberg, & Croon, 2007) , finance workers (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004) , airline staff, and retail workers (Giardini & Frese, 2006; Zapf et al., 1999) . Strong justification thus exists for the inclusion of emotional job demands in the assessment of occupational stress within samples of human-service workers.
In terms of the relationships between cognitive and emotional job demands with psychological outcomes, evidence suggests that there are positive associations between cognitive job demands and work engagement (e.g., Van den Broeck, De Cuyper, De Witte, & Vansteenkiste, 2010) , and between emotional job demands and psychological ill health (e.g., Luchman & González-Morales, 2013 ). It appears to be the case that the focus of cognitive job demands (e.g., problem-solving) is closely aligned to the active learning hypothesis of occupational stress models described by the JDC-S model (Johnson & Hall, 1988) and is, therefore, positively associated with work-specific outcomes such as work engagement. Thus, motivation and engagement are produced when mastery of these cognitive job demands occurs. In contrast, emotional job demands cannot be so easily mastered, and are instead perceived to be negative, energy-depleting demands. As a result, emotional job demands are more strongly associated with the strain hypothesis of the JDC-S model, as well as psychological strain/burnout outcomes (Luchman & González-Morales, 2013) .
Role of Coping
In accordance with the transactional model of stress (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) , coping responses to emotional and cognitive demands are assessed in this research. The theoretical framework of coping behaviors adopted by this research is informed by Edwards's (1998) cybernetic theory of stress, coping, and wellbeing. Edwards's cybernetic theory, which is similar to Lazarus and Folkman's (1984) transactional stress theory, describes stress, coping, and well-being as interacting elements between the individual and his or her environment, such that stressors result in some form of imbalance (strain) in the individual's level of equilibrium (well-being). Attempts to correct (mediate) this equilibThis document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
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rium, usually in connection with environmental interaction and/or learning experiences, are categorized as coping behaviors. Edwards and Baglioni (1993) conceptualized coping as consisting of five commonly occurring behaviors: Change the Situation, Accommodation, Devaluation, Avoidance, and Symptom Reduction. This contrasts with the transactional model of stress, which primarily describes a dual (Problem-Focused and Emotion-Focused) coping taxonomy. Edwards and Baglioni's (1993) five-factor structure of coping has been successfully replicated in multiple samples (e.g., Brough, O'Driscoll, & Kalliath, 2005) and is adopted within the current research.
Impact of Support and Control Within the Occupational Stress Process
The stress-coping-strain process described by the transactional model of stress (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) produces three pathways, all of which could theoretically be moderated by social support and/or job control (see Figure 1) . Path a represents the relationship between job demands and coping; Path b represents the relationship between coping and psychological outcomes (in this case, psychological strain and work engagement); and Path c represents the direct relationship between job demands and psychological outcomes. However, only Paths a and b include an assessment of coping as a mediator of the stress-strain reaction. The assessment of simultaneous moderated mediation of the stress-strain process and the moderation of social support and/or job control on the two pathways, a and b, in combination with mediation by coping, comprised the focus of this research.
Although theoretically feasible, minimal evidence for the ability of social support and/or job control to moderate the association between job demands and coping responses (Path a) or the association between coping and psychological outcomes (Path b) currently exists. Reasons for this scarcity are not clear. One explanation is that social support is often treated as a coping resource in examining relationships with well-being outcomes. For example, the findings of Kirmeyer and Dougherty (1988) offer some evidence for the moderation of job demands by support in the prediction of coping (Path a). Kirmeyer and Dougherty reported that police dispatchers in the United States with high workloads and high levels of supervisor support reported more "extensive" coping behaviors, compared with dispatchers with low support. Similarly, Bal, Crombez, Van Oost, and Debourdeaudhuij (2003) also observed that high levels of support for adolescents who had reported a stressful event had an impact on the use of coping behaviors. Lengua and Sandler (1996) , in a study of children of divorce, reported evidence that social support moderated the association between coping behaviors and psychological outcomes (Path b).
Other researchers have adopted different techniques to assess the impact of coping within the JDC-S model (Johnson & Hall, 1988) . For example, Daniels (1999) tested the moderating impact of three-way interaction terms composed of coping, job control, and social support on psychological well-being and found that, in certain conditions, control and support enhanced coping behaviors. However, Daniels (1999) also noted the low proportions of variance (maximum of 3%) accounted for by these analyses, suggesting that the combined impact of coping, job control, and social support upon well-being was extremely low. More recently, Daniels et al. (2008) combined coping behaviors directly with social support and job control in the questions asked of a sample of nuclear engineers to predict levels of well-being, fatigue, and risky decision making. The authors reported that Lazarus and Folkman's (1984) coping factors (i.e., Problem-Focused or Emotion-Focused) were influenced by control and support in specific combinations to impact the outcomes. As their investigation was designed as a diary study, Daniels et al. (2008) demonstrated, in part, the dynamic processes of the JDC-S model and identified the need to conduct further temporal assessments to ascertain the cycles of employees' health and well-being.
The Current Research
Limited research to date has empirically integrated the transactional model of stress and the JDC-S model (Johnson & Hall, 1988) to explain how work-related resources impact the mediation of coping on the associations between work demands and psychological outcomes. We aimed to rectify this omission by integrating both the transactional theory of stress and the JDC-S explanation of occupational stress in one assessment of how two categories of job demands (challenge demands and emotional demands) impact a work-specific outcome (work engagement) and a context-free mental health outcome (psychological strain), within a sample of public service workers at high risk for stress (police service employees). Thus, the current research assesses the impact of coping as a mediating variable upon the stress-strain process (as proscribed by the transactional theory of stress; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) , while simultaneously assessing the moderating impact of social support and job control on this stress-coping-strain relationship (as proposed by the JDC-S explanation of occupational stress; Johnson & Hall, 1988) . To test the simultaneous influence of the moderating variables, support and coping, upon the mediated stress-coping-strain relationship, we assessed two points of moderation: Path a (demands ¡ coping) and Path b (coping ¡ outcomes). This hypothesized model is illustrated in Figure 1 . Our research, therefore, contributes to theoretical discussions by assessing the degree to which each type of job demand predicts each psychological outcome, while simultaneously being mediated by coping and moderated by both job control and social support. Following the theoretical tenants of both the transactional model of stress, the JDC-S model, and the reported evidence from the literature, we assessed two research hypotheses. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
association with psychological strain and a positive association with work engagement) via coping, and this relationship is moderated by job control and/or supervisor support.
Hypothesis 2: Emotional job demands have a negative impact upon the two psychological outcomes over time (i.e., a positive association with psychological strain and a negative association with work engagement) via coping, and this relationship is moderated by job control and/or supervisor support.
Method Procedure and Participants
This research received human-research ethics approval from both the university (Griffith University Ref No: PSY/20/08/ HREC) and the police service's research ethics committees. Two electronic self-report questionnaires were distributed to all policeservice employees of one Australian state police service via email. A 12-month lag occurred between the survey administrations, primarily for reasons of organizational preference, but also in consideration of discussions advocating for a suitable passage of time between surveys to enable any changes in the criterion variables to reasonably occur (e.g., Dormann & Griffin, 2015) . Responses across the two waves of data collection were matched based on individual respondents' email addresses. A total of N ϭ 2,481 usable matched responses were received for both the Time-1 and Time-2 surveys, producing a response rate of approximately 53%. The majority of respondents were male (n ϭ 1,555; 62%), ranging in age from 20 to 71 years (M ϭ 41.21, SD ϭ 9.09), had completed at least a diploma-level certificate (n ϭ 1,624; 65%), and had been employed for an average of 13 years (SD ϭ 9.97). The majority of respondents were employed full-time (n ϭ 2,347; 94%), were sworn police officers (n ϭ 1,647; 66%), and worked an average of 41 hours per week (SD ϭ 9.06). Of the respondent police officers who specified their ranks, the majority were constables and senior constables (n ϭ 835; 33.7%) or sergeants and senior sergeants (n ϭ 674; 27.2%). Only n ϭ 128 (5.2%) respondents indicated they were commissioned officers (i.e., inspectors and above).
Measures
Cognitive job demands and job control. Wall, Jackson, and Mullarkey's (1995) 19-item job-characteristics measure was used to assess job control and two types of cognitive job demands. The Cognitive Job Demands Scale was comprised of two subscales: Monitoring Demands (four items, e.g., "Does your work need your undivided attention?") and Problem-Solving Demands (five items, e.g., "Do you have to solve problems which have no obvious correct answer?"), and the Job Control subscale consisted of 10 items (e.g., "Do you decide on the order in which you do things?"). All items were rated on a 5-point scale (1 ϭ not at all and 5 ϭ a great deal), such that high scores indicated high levels of demands and job control. All scales demonstrated acceptable reliability coefficients: Monitoring Demands (␣ ϭ .79), Problem-Solving Demands (␣ ϭ .86), and Job Control (␣ ϭ .94).
Emotional dissonance. Zapf et al.'s (1999) five-item Emotional Dissonance measure was included to assess emotional job demands. An example item is "Do you show emotions that do not agree with your true feelings?" with responses scored on a 5-point scale from 1 (very rarely-never) to 5 (very oftenseveral times an hour). High scores indicate high levels of emotional dissonance. The scale demonstrated an acceptable reliability (Cronbach's ␣) of .93.
Supervisor support. Supervisor support was assessed with four items from Caplan, Cobb, French, Harrison, and Pinneau's (1980) Social Support Scale. An example item is "How easy is it to discuss your problems with your immediate supervisor?" Responses were recorded on a 5-point scale (1 ϭ do not have such a person and 5 ϭ very much), with high scores indicating high levels of work support. The subscale demonstrated a high internal reliability of (Cronbach's ␣) .92.
Coping. Brough et al.'s (2005) revised 14-item version of Edwards and Baglioni's (1993) Cybernetic Coping Scale (CCS) was used to assess a range of responses related to coping. The CCS assesses common generic (trait-like) coping behaviors at work and is not, therefore, associated with any specific situation. The respondents were directed to indicate how often they used each item to help them cope with their general work stress. The scale consists of five subscales: Change the Situation (two items, e.g., "I try to change the situation to get what I want"); Accommodation (two items, e.g., "I make an effort to change my expectations"); Devaluation (four items, e.g., "I try to convince myself that the problem is not important after all"); Avoidance (four items, e.g., "I try to keep myself from thinking about the problem"); and Symptom Reduction (two items, e.g., "I try to just let off steam"). Responses were scored on a 7-point scale from 1 (never use) to 7 (use very often), with high scores indicating high levels of coping. The five coping subscales demonstrated acceptable reliability (Cronbach's ␣), ranging from .69 (Symptom Reduction) to .90 (Devaluation).
Work engagement. Engagement was measured with the 9-item Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006 ). An example item is: "When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work." Participants responded on a 7-point scale (0 ϭ never and 6 ϭ every day), such that high scores indicated high levels of work engagement. The scale demonstrated good internal reliability (Cronbach's ␣) across both time points: .92 (Time 1) and .93 (Time 2).
Psychological Strain. Psychological strain was assessed with Goldberg's (1972) 12-item General Health Questionnaire (GHQ). Respondents indicated their recent experiences of, for example, "Been feeling unhappy or depressed" in the past few weeks, and were scored on a 4-point scale from 0 (not at all) to 3 (much more than usual). High scores represent high levels of psychological strain. Reliability ␣ coefficients were calculated as .91 at both Time 1 and Time 2.
Demographic variables. Key demographic information was also collected from the respondents. Gender was dummy-coded 0 ϭ male and 1 ϭ female. Job type was coded 1 ϭ police officers and 2 ϭ civilian employees.
Statistical Analyses
The moderated mediation model (see Figure 1 ) was tested with emotional dissonance and the two types of cognitive job demands This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
as the Time-1 predictor variables, the five coping subscales (Time 1) as the mediators, and psychological strain and work Engagement (Time 2) as the criterion variables. Time-1 supervisor support and job control were included as the moderators on the two paths in each model from predictors to outcome variables. The Time-1 dependent variables were also included as covariates in this model. The models were analyzed with the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2012) in SPSS version 21. This macro enables the testing of relationships involving a combination of mediation and moderation using bootstrapped estimates and bias-corrected confidence intervals to assess significance. For each analysis, variables were mean-centered, analyses were conducted with 5,000 bootstrap samples, and 95% bias-corrected confidence intervals and heteroscedastic-consistent standard errors (HSE) were employed. Where significant effects were found for only one moderator and/or mediator, the analysis was performed again with the nonsignificant variables included as covariates, to enable interpretation of the results.
Results

Descriptive Results
The means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations between the research variables are presented in Table 1 . As expected, significant relationships were observed between the predictor variables (job demands, supervisor support, and job control) and the criterion variables (work engagement and psychological strain) at both Time 1 and Time 2. The five coping subscales were generally positively correlated with measures of job demands, suggesting that higher levels of job demands were associated with higher levels of coping. The three coping styles of devaluation, avoidance, and symptom reduction were each positively associated with psychological strain and negatively associated with work engagement at both Time 1 and Time 2. Gender and job type (i.e., police officers or civilian employees) also demonstrated significant relationships with the research variables and have, therefore, been included as covariates within the subsequent analyses, along with the respective Time-1 dependent variable.
Moderated Mediation for Cognitive Demands
For the test of Hypothesis 1, the results revealed significant moderated mediation effects for cognitive job demands in the prediction of work engagement and psychological strain over time. Table 2 demonstrates that both types of cognitive job demands increased levels of work engagement by increasing accommodation coping for employees with low levels of supervisor support. These results suggest that when employees have low levels of supervisor support, the use of accommodation coping can be effective in increasing work engagement. Table 2 also demonstrates that Monitoring Demands increased psychological strain by increasing avoidance coping for employees with low levels of support. This result suggests that when employees have low levels of supervisor support, the demands of job tasks requiring monitoring can lead to increased use of avoidance coping to manage the demands, which in turn increases feelings of psychological strain. The results for predicting work engagement support Hypothesis 1, however the result for psychological strain is contrary to the expected direction, producing only partial support for Hypothesis 1.
Moderated Mediation for Emotional Demands
For the test of Hypothesis 2, the results revealed significant moderated mediation effects for emotional demands in the predic- This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
tion of work engagement but not psychological strain over time; however the effects were in the opposite direction to that which was hypothesized. Table 3 demonstrates that emotional dissonance increased work engagement through two different mechanisms. First, similar to cognitive demands, emotional dissonance increased work engagement by increasing the use of accommodation coping for employees with low levels of supervisor support. This result is consistent with the result above for cognitive demands, thereby suggesting that both cognitive and emotional job demands are similar in their impact on work engagement when they increase accommodation coping for employees experiencing low levels of supervisor support. Second, in conditions of increasing levels of job control, emotional demands increased work engagement through the use of accommodation coping. This effect suggests that emotional demands can increase accommodation coping regardless of the level of job control. However, this effect is stronger with higher levels of control, as evidenced by significant indirect effects at each level of the moderator in Table 3 . Together, these significant effects offer partial support for Hypothesis 2 as the results were in the opposite direction to what was expected. Finally, the lack of significant moderated mediation results for the prediction of psychological strain offers only partial support for Hypothesis 2.
Discussion
This research assessed two key issues identified in the literature regarding the mixed results pertaining to the JDC-S model's (Johnson & Hall, 1988 ) explanation of occupational stress: the use of specific measures of job demands, and the influence of third variables (i.e., coping). The results demonstrated that: (a) cognitive job demands and emotional job demands operate differently in the prediction of work engagement and psychological strain, revealing that the type of job demand is indeed important to consider in assessments of employee's job attitudes and health outcomes and Note. CI LL ϭ 95% bias-corrected confidence interval, lower limit; CI UL ϭ 95% bias-corrected confidence interval upper limit.
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(b) including coping as a third variable in the job demandscontrol-support relationship revealed complex relationships in the way job demands impact work and nonwork outcomes. The testing of the relationships between these variables by simultaneous moderated mediation analyses was successfully demonstrated, providing evidence for the effectiveness of this method of analysis in the assessment of occupational stress. An additional finding that has relevance for the JDC-S literature was that the role of supervisor support as a moderator of the mediated stress-coping-outcome process was evident, whereas less evidence was produced for the moderating role of job control.
Differentiating Between Types of Job Demands
The results clearly demonstrated that cognitive and emotional job demands operate differently in the prediction of work engagement and psychological strain when their effects are investigated through third variables. First, work engagement was predicted by both cognitive and emotional job demands, whereas psychological strain was only predicted by cognitive job demands. Interesting to note, both types of job demands had beneficial outcomes on work engagement, contrary to Hypothesis 2, which predicted that emotional job demands would have detrimental impacts on the outcome variables.
The second result that demonstrates the differences between cognitive and emotional job demands is that the relationship between the type of job demand and coping differs for work engagement and psychological strain, such that both types of job demands predicted work engagement through accommodation coping in the same way, that is, by increasing levels of work engagement. However, in the prediction of psychological strain, only cognitive job demands predicted strain through avoidance coping. Therefore, the type of job demand does not influence the effect of accommodation coping on work engagement, suggesting that the use of accommodation coping in situations with low supervisor support, regardless of type of job demand, can result in positive workengagement outcomes. For psychological strain, these results imply that employees in passive jobs (i.e., low levels of both cognitive demands and social support) use avoidance coping to manage their psychological health outcomes. This point has previously been observed: Where neither the job content nor the job resources can be readily changed, employees may ignore the situation and/or engage in distracting activities (avoidance) to manage their work experiences (e.g., Dewe, O'Driscoll, & Cooper, 2010) , which could lead to increased psychological strain in the long term.
Coping
The second issue addressed by this research was the influence of coping in understanding the interactions between job control, supervisor support, and job demands. A key finding was that job demands led to increased levels of work engagement by evoking coping, suggesting that conditions of low support or control can still lead to beneficial outcomes when coping behaviors are undertaken. For example, both cognitive and emotional job demands increased work engagement over time by increasing accommodation coping for employees with low supervisor support. Similarly, emotional job demands increased work engagement over time by Note. CI LL ϭ 95% bias-corrected confidence interval, lower limit; CI UL ϭ 95% bias-corrected confidence interval, upper limit.
increasing accommodation coping for employees with low levels of job control. These results demonstrate that conditions of low support and control can be associated with beneficial outcomes when coping is taken into consideration; thus coping is an important strategy for ameliorating the negative effects of job demands on outcomes when levels of supervisor support and control are deficient. This finding supports previous observations that high levels of job demands coupled with low support and high problemfocused coping is associated with increased well-being (e.g., Daniels et al., 2008; Dewe et al., 2010) . The results also suggest that employees with low levels of supervisor support may recognize this deficit and instigate the use of problem-focused coping strategies to manage their emotional demands, leading to beneficial outcomes. This suggestion has intuitive value but requires further consideration, particularly in terms of theoretical explanations of how resource gains and losses occur via compound, rather than compensation, processes (Hobfoll & Shirom, 1993) .
Limitations and Future Directions
One research limitation is the assessment of coping only as a mediating variable (in accordance with the transactional stresscoping-strain process), and not also as a potential moderating variable. We acknowledge the evidence indicating that coping can reduce the associations between job demands and psychological outcome variables by way of a moderating influence (e.g., Frese, 1986; Osipow & Davis, 1988; Siu, Spector, Cooper, Lu, & Yu, 2002) , although this finding also appears to be dependent on the specific independent variable assessed. Nevertheless, we acknowledge that an alternative model assessing coping as a moderating variable impacting the stress-strain process is worthy of consideration, although we note that this would not directly contribute to knowledge in terms of assessing the JDC-S (Johnson & Hall, 1988 ) and transactional models (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) simultaneously.
It is important to ascertain the extent to which the results presented here are due to specific cohort effects. To what degree are these results generalizable to other human-service workers? We note that our results concerning the impact of social support within the stress-coping-strain process does support previous research conducted with both police (e.g., Brough & Biggs, 2010; Kirmeyer & Dougherty, 1988) and nonpolice human-service employee samples (e.g., Bal et al., 2003; Daniels et al., 2008) . We also acknowledge that approximately one third of our sample (34%) consisted of civilian police employees, representing more "generic" human-service workers as compared with sworn police officers. Controlling for job type (police officer or civilian employee) within these analyses did have an impact on the results, especially in terms of the nonsignificant impact of emotional dissonance on (police officers') experiences of psychological strain (e.g., Brough, Brown, & Biggs, 2016; van Gelderen et al., 2007) . We also acknowledge that the sample of police officers who responded to this research came primarily from the lower ranks (constables and senior constables). We acknowledge that replication with a sample of police officers with a greater variation of police ranks would be valuable to specifically test for any impact of rank upon perceptions of job control, especially. Nevertheless, we note that the simultaneous impacts of social support and job control on this mediated stress-coping-strain process requires replication in nonpolice samples to strengthen the theoretical implications produced by the current research.
Meaningful advances in theoretical explanations of occupational stress have been hampered to an extent by the use of conservative research designs (e.g., dominance of cross-sectional designs), research sampling biases (e.g., dominance of small Western samples), and minute variations of research variables (e.g., testing multiple types of job resources). These considerations are recognized as contributing to stagnation in significant scholarly developments in this field (e.g., Brough, Brown et al., 2016; . Recent technological developments have provided researchers with increased opportunities to adopt innovative approaches to theory-testing and development, including easier administrations to large research samples, inclusion of longitudinal data-collection techniques, and the availability of statistical software enabling comparisons of both multinational samples and complex research models (e.g., Biggs, Brough, & Barbour, 2014b; Drummond, O'Driscoll, Brough, Kalliath, Siu, Timms, et al., 2016) . As demonstrated by the current research, it is anticipated that these technological developments will enable further enlightenment of theoretical conundrums that have been evident for several decades.
The impact of job demands, social support, job control, and coping behaviors on employee health and work performance have a substantial history of research and the "problem" of insufficient empirical evidence of the interactions between these variables is a long standing issue (e.g., Daniels, Boocock, Glover, Hartley, & Holland, 2009; de Lange, Taris, Kompier, Houtman, & Bongers, 2003) . The current research illustrates that discussions of appropriate construct assessments are indeed pertinent and the importance therefore, of including measures which actually represent the common experiences of the sampled workers. As opposed to assessments which rely upon generalized measures deemed to represent the experiences of "average" employees (Biggs & Brough, 2017; Brough & Biggs, 2014) . Similarly, the current research also supports discussions recommending the analysis of the individual measures of job demands and job resources respectively, within tests of theoretical explanations of occupational stress (e.g., Luchman & González-Morales, 2013) , as opposed to analyses primarily based on combining constructs (i.e., latent variables). It is difficult to understand how advances in knowledge can readily be forged with the use of methodological techniques based primarily on broad groupings of employee's work characteristics.
Conclusion
This paper provided a rare test of simultaneous moderated mediation analyses within the longitudinal process of occupational stress. The research successfully demonstrated that multiple moderating and mediating variables can be simultaneously assessed, thereby providing an improved representation of the "reality" of occupational stress and improving our ability to empirically assess theoretical explanations of this stress process. Our research offers support for the process of occupational stress by demonstrating how coping behaviors mediate the job-demands-outcome relationship over time (i.e., the transactional stress model; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) . This research also advances discussions by demonstrating that this stressor-coping-strain process is simultane-ously moderated by job support or job control, resulting in improved outcomes over time (i.e., the JDC-S model; Johnson & Hall, 1988) . We found it interesting that this research also demonstrated the estimation of work attitudes (i.e., work engagement) not to be unduly influenced by the type of job demands these police employees were exposed to, which warrants further investigation.
